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The Applicant hereby provides a Reply Brief in response to the Examiner's 
response. The Applicant provides this Reply to address the contentions of the Examiner 
in the Answer. 

ARGUMENT 

The Applicant hereby provides a Reply Brief in response to the contention of the 
Examiner in the Examiner's Response: 

(1) 35 U.S.C. §102 (e) - Osten - With regard to the rejection of claims 1-6, 8-22, 
and 24-26 under 35 U.S.C. §102 (e) as being anticipated by U.S Patent 6,735,660 of 
Osten, et al. (hereinafter referred to as Osten), the Examiner provides the following 
arguments: 

A. Osten discloses two embodiments that describe request-response functionality 

The Examiner has indicated that there are two embodiments contained in Osten 
that read on the claims of the Applicant. As identified by the Examiner, the first 
embodiment is one in which InfiniBand configuration information is retrieved from an 
Input/Output adaptor (IOA). To describe this embodiment, the Examiner cites to claims 
22 and 1 1 of Osten, which in their entirety read as follows: 

22. The apparatus of claim 19, wherein the control logic is 
configured to initiate retrieval of the sideband configuration information in 
response to detecting insertion of the primary connector of the IOA into 
the slot connector. 

11. The method of claim 10, wherein detecting insertion of the 
primary connector of the IOA into the slot connector includes detecting a 
presence signal. 
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It is submitted that, while claim 22 does refer to the word "response", this has a 
different meaning than is expressed in the rejected claims. What is indicated in Osten is 
that the control logic initiates retrieval of sideband configuration information "in 
response to detecting insertion of the primary connector of the IOA into the slot 
connector". Thus, what this claim is saying is that the insertion of an adaptor will be 
detected, and it will result in retrieving configuration information. This is not a response 
made after a request has been received - no request is made. With regard to the rejected 
claims, there is "response regarding whether the requested configuration can be 
provided" shown because there is no requested configuration to which a response may be 
made. 

Claim 1 1 indicates that detecting insertion of the connector includes detecting a 
"presence signal". The term "presence signal" is used twice in the specification of Osten, 
and in both circumstances it appears that this is simply a signal to indicate that the IOA is 
in place: 

Using the aforementioned logic circuitry, an InfiniBand- 
compatible slot in a backplane or other chassis interconnect may be 
dynamically configured for use with a sideband communications-capable 
IOA using a process similar to an IOA initialization routine 70 executed 
by the SES processor in response to detection of an assertion of the 
presence signal due to the primary connector of an IOA being plugged into 
a mating slot connector in the backplane. 

(Osten, col. 8, lines 22-29) 

Upon detection of the assertion of a presence signal, routine 70 
begins in block 72 by reading the VPD information from the IOA over the 
12C bus to determine what the capabilities of the IOA are. For example, 
the SES processor may determine that the IOA is sideband-capable and 
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requires a functional lx InfiniBand link. The VPD may also indicate that a 
number of other signal paths are allocated for sideband communications, 
e.g., wire pairs 3 and 4 might be used to drive an RS232 connection to a 
DB9 connector on the tailstock. An innumerable number of sideband 
capabilities, definitions and formats may be defined by the VPD consistent 
with the invention. 

{Osten, col. 8, lines 47-58) Based on the claims, the Examiner has indicated that "[o]ne 
of ordinary skill in the art could reasonably interpret Osten 's presence signal as a request 
for configuration information because Infiniband configuration information is retrieved in 
response to detecting the presence signal. The retrieval of the configuration information 
corresponds to the claimed response signaling that the configuration can be provided." It 
is submitted that this is flawed reasoning because the Examiner is answering the wrong 
question. The claim does not provide for a "request for configuration information". 
What is provided in claim 1 is "requesting an InfiniBand connectivity configuration", 
which is followed by "receiving a response regarding whether the requested 
configuration can be provided". Further, the Examiner states that the retrieval of the 
configuration information corresponds to a response signaling that the configuration can 
be provided. However, this is not accurate because there is no such response. What 
happens in Osten is a connection may be made if a configuration is possible, and an error 
otherwise occurs. This is further shown by the provisions of Osten that relate to what 
results from a mismatch in capabilities: 

Next, in block 74, the SES processor checks the relative 
capabilities and the compatibility between the IOA and the host apparatus, 
including the slot connector capabilities and/or other capabilities of the 
host apparatus. Doing so ensures that the computer and slot are fitted with 
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the hardware and software necessary to properly operate the type of IOA 
installed in the slot. 

If the check in block 74 fails, control passes to block 76 to signal 
an error, typically in any of a number of manners known in the art. 
Otherwise, if the check passes, block 74 passes control to block 78 to set 
up any initial configuration for the slot and the corresponding IOA 
through the 12C bus to prepare for sideband communications. 
Specifically, various signal paths and contacts are typically configured to 
communicate sideband signals, although in some instances no particular 
configuration operations may need to be performed for some signal paths 
or contacts. 

{Osten, col. 8, line 59 through col. 9, line 8) It is submitted that portions of Osten cited 
by the Examiner actually demonstrate a different type of operation from that provided in 
the rejection claims. 

In addition, the Examiner claims that a second embodiment is disclosed by Osten, 
and in this second embodiment a make or model identifier may be provided to a database 
in order to obtain relevant configuration information. However, it is submitted that what 
Osten does in the cited portion is to suggest a different method or methods for providing 
configuration information: 

IOA 26 also includes vital product data (VPD) defined in a VPD 
block 60, which provides, in addition to conventional VPD information, 
sideband configuration information that defines the sideband capabilities 
of the IOA. The sideband configuration information may include 
information such as the width of the InfiniBand bus (lx, 4x or 12x), the 
assignment of sideband signals to particular signal paths, etc. In the 
alternative, a make or model identifier for the IOA could be provided as 
sideband configuration information so that a host system could access a 
database to obtain relevant configuration information for the particular 
type of IOA. Furthermore, rather than utilizing VPD logic, other types of 
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configuration logic may be used to provide sideband configuration 
information, e.g., one or more jumpers, a ROM or other memory device, 
etc. 

(Osten, col. 8, lines 22-29) As described, this embodiment does not provide for any 
request or response. Instead, Osten again discusses methods for determining the 
capabilities of an adaptor. Rather than directly provide the information, a system may 
instead obtains product information, which may be used to make capability 
determinations. Thus, none of the embodiments provided in Osten include any teaching 
or suggestion of the elements of claim 1 regarding "requesting an InfiniBand connectivity 
configuration" or "receiving a response regarding whether the requested configuration 
can be provided". 

For at least the above reasons, Osten does not anticipate the provisions of 
independent claims 1, 8, 12, 16, or 24. The remaining rejected claims 2-6, 9-11, 13-15, 
17-22, 25, and 26, while having other differences, are dependent claims and are allowable 
as being dependent on the allowable base claim. 

B. Osten 's database functionality reads upon the limitations of claims 5, 9, 12, and 
16 

Claim 5 reads as follows: 

5. The method of claim 1, wherein said request for a connectivity 
configuration is made by an InfiniBand module to an InfiniBand chassis management 
entity. 

The Examiner indicates that in what is referred to as "Osten' s second 
embodiment" there is "a request for configuration information is submitted to a database 
in the form of a model or make identifier", and that "[i]n response to the request, the 
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database affirmatively response with the requested configuration information." It is first 
submitted that the elements suggested by the Examiner are not the elements of the claims. 
There may be a request potentially made to a database, but it is not the right kind of 
request. What actually happens in Osten is that model information is obtained from a 
device. The host then may use such information to look up certain information regarding 
the capabilities of the device. If there is a "request" to the database, it is not a request for 
a connectivity configuration, but is rather a request for information regarding a particular 
device that has been discovered. 

The Examiner further indicates that: 

Applicant's specification describes the chassis management entity 
as being part of an Infiniband chassis. The only other responsibility, as 
described in the specification and claims, of the chassis management 
entity is to respond to the request. 

Nothing in Applicant's specification prevents interpreting the 
chassis management entity as a database. Osten' s database provides the 
same functionality as Applicant's claimed chassis management entity. 

It is submitted that this is not a reasonable conclusion, and ignores well-known 
aspects of InfiniBand technology. The understanding by a person of skill in the art is that 
a database is a collection of data in some format, which is generally available for access 
or search. A database would not be understood in its normal meaning as a management 
entity, and there is nothing in the Osten to indicate that "database" has any such meaning. 
It is not reasonable to equate a "database" with an InfiniBand chassis management entity. 
Further, the Examiner's contention ignores the fact that an InfiniBand chassis 
management entity (or CME) is a known element in the art. As indicated in the 
Background of the application, the standards for the InfiniBand architecture are being 
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developed by the InfiniBand Trade Association (ITA), and are provided in the 
architecture specification for the system. The InfiniBand Architecture Specification 
(Release 1.0, October 24, 2000), as well as later releases, describes the CME. 

It is thus respectfully submitted that the argument of the Examiner is not 
supported by the reference, or by the normally understood meanings of the terms in 
question. 

(2) 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) - Osten in view of Pickreign - With regard to the 
rejection of Claims 7 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Osten in 
view of U.S Patent 6,732,249 of Pickreign, et al. (hereinafter referred to as "Pickreign")., 
the Examiner: 

C. Pickreign discloses configuration request and response functionality 

As provided in the Appeal Brief, it is submitted that Pickreign does not contain 
the elements missing from Osten, and thus the cited references do not contain the 
elements of the independent claims. Claims 7 and 23 are not taught or suggested by the 
cited references, and are allowable as being dependent on the allowable base claims. 

The Examiner indicates that "Pickreign 5 s teachings are entirely relevant to 
Osten 5 s invention. 5 ' However, it is again submitted that is not relevant to the elements of 
"requesting an InfiniBand connectivity configuration 55 and "receiving a response 
regarding whether the requested configuration can be provided". 

The Examiner cites to portions of Pickreign to indicate that the reference is 
concerned with the initial configuration between network adapters and host computers, 
specifically discussing using a PCI bus to "communicate configuration requests and 
responses between the adaptor and the host 55 (citing to Pickreign, col.2, lines 43-45) and 
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further indicates that Pickreign discloses "writing a configuration request to a 
configuration registers and writing the corresponding response to the configuration 
request to another configuration register" (citing to Pickreign, col. 3, lines 29-35 and col. 
2, lines 48-53). 

However, an examination of the cited references reveals that what Pickreign is 
discussing is actually a method and system for performing a virtual boot of data in a 
network interface adapter. Within this operation, "[t]he host computer reads a PCI 
configuration register that has been loaded with a predetermined request for the memory 
needed for the BIOS ROM. The host computer responds with an assigned base address 
in the host computer address space and an allocation of a range of contiguous addresses 
within the host computer address space equal to the amount of memory requested by the 
NIA processor 24." {Pickreign, col. 2, lines 15-22). 

Thus, while Pickreign may refer to a "request" and a "response", these are not 
relevant to the elements of the current claims. Pickreign is instead concerned with a 
request for memory, and a response of a base address and allocation of memory. The 
portions of Pickreign that have been cited refer to this concept. The fact that Pickreign 
may have used configuration registers for a particular use does not show the writing of a 
"request for a connectivity configuration" or the writing of a "response to said request". 

Therefore, it is submitted that the elements of claim 7 and 23 are not taught or 
suggested by Osten and Pickreign. It is further submitted that, while having other 
differences, claims 7 and 23 are allowable as being dependent on the allowable base 
claims. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is again submitted that the Examiner has failed to provide any reference or 
combination of references that shows the claims. Therefore, Appellant respectfully 
submits that all appealed claims in this application are patentable and were improperly 
rejected by the Examiner during prosecution before the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office. Appellant respectfully requests that the Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences reverse the Examiner and direct allowance of the rejected claims. 

Fees - Please charge any shortages and credit any overcharges to our Deposit 
Account No. 02-2666. 



Respectfully submitted, 



BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 



Dated: August 7, 2006 




Mark C. Van^Ne 
Reg. No. 39,865 



12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 



Los Angeles, CA. 90025-1030 
(503) 439-8778 



Application No. 09/752,369 



- 10- 



Atty. Docket No. 42390P9017 



